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Mathews Mar Coorilos Elected Unanimously as 
; Successor to Indian Catholicos 


The Malankara Association representing all parishes of the 
Orthodox Syrian Church of the East unanimously elected His Grace 
Mathews Mar Coorilos to be the future successor to His Holiness 
Moran Mar Baselius Mar Thoma Mathews I, Catholicos of the East. 
in a special session attended by more than 2000 delegates, including 
14 bishops and 700 priests, on May 1, 1980. 


Mar Coorilos who is at present Metropolitan of Quilon Diocese 
will continue to administer his own diocese while assisting the 
Catholicos as Suffragan or Assistant. His Grace is a widely travelled 
and much beloved spiritual leader with an ecumenical outlook. He 


is aged 65 and had his theological degree from Bishops’ College, Cal- © 


cutta. He will assume responsibility as Catholicos when the present 
incumbent Dr. Baselius Mar Thoma Mathews is unable to continue 
for any reason. 


His Grace is on the Editorial Board of ‘The Star of the East’, and 
we have delayed publication of this issue in order to include this 
happy news. 





H. G. Mathews Mar Coorilos Metropolitan 











EDITORIAL 


Thy Kingdom Come 


Another World Conference on Mission and Evangelism will take 
place in Melbourne, Australia in May 1980. World Missionary 
Conferences have played a major role in shaping and moulding the 
structure of western Protestant’ thought. The “theology of the 
secular” could hardly have arisen without the debates of Jerusalem, 


Edinburgh and Tambaram. 


_ More recently, however, the desire for “people’s participation” 
in the process of theological reflection has led to major deviations 
also, e. g, the inadequently transcendent thinking of Bangkok. 


The present conference offers more hope. Very extensive 
preparatory work has been done. Unlike at Bangkok, where 
Orthodox preparatory work had been almost completely ignored, 
this time a lot of work has been done with the Orthodox, though the 
quality of that work remains below the level of the work for 


,Bangkok. 


There is more theological work done this time by Protestant 
and Roman Catholic theologians. The dominant theological 
emphasis still remains that of conceiving the church primarily as an 
instrument for transformation of society and of seeing the Kingdom 
as manifested mainly in socio-economic and political structures. 


A great deal of Bible study has preceded the Conference. Some 
of it is very sophisticated and up-to-date in scholarship. But there 
are some perennial meanings which do not seem to be much affected 
by scholarship. These, it seems, need reaffirming in rather simple 


terms: 
The Kingdom of God should be seen in at least three contexts: 
(a) It is where God (good) rules, as opposed to where Satan 
(evil) rules. 


(b) God’s Kingdom is Christ’s Kingdom—i. e. it is not just 
God’s, but God-Man’s. We are not merely subjects of the 
Kingdom, but kings and rulers with Christ. 


(c) It is a Kingdom which has to come over the whole crea- 
tion—not just the Church, not even just the whole of 
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humanity, not even just the whole of the universe open to 
our senses, but literally the whole—heaven and earth, 
visible and invisible, all. 


It is at this point that we like to join the debate with Hans 
Kueng’s On Being a Christian (Christsein). What does it mean, indeed, 
to be a Christian? The 800 page book of Prof. Kueng gives no clear 
and precise answer. He speaks about the specificity of Christianity 


but not what is means to be a Christian. Christianity’s specificity, . 


according to Fr. Kueng, is its commemoration of Christ. Let us cite 
Fr. Kueng (unfortunately in a translation from the French Version, 
Etre Chretien pp. 134-135) 


1. ‘‘One cannot simply use the qualification Christian to every- 
thing that is true, good, beautiful and human. Who can deny that 
there is, outside Christianity, truth, goodness, beauty and humanity? 
But one has the right to call Christian all that is, in thought and in 
action, a positive and explicit relation to Jesus Christ. 


2. “One cannot qualify as Christian all people animated by an 
authentic conviction by a true faith, by a straight forward will. No 
one can forget that one finds equally outside Christianity also 
authentic conviction, true faith and straightforward will. All those, 
however, whose life and death find their supreme meaning in Jesus 
Christ, deserve however to be called Christian. 


3. “One cannot recognize the Christian Church in every groud 
of meditation or action, or in every community of committed people 
who seek their salvation through an honest life. One can never deny 
that, even outside the Church, there are groups who live, in commit- 
ment, action and meditation, an honest life and salvation. But the 
title of Christian Church can be legitimately recognized only in each 
community, big or small, which finds its ultimate determination in 
Jesus Christ. ‘ 


4. “One cannot recognize Christianity everywhere where one 
combats inhumanity, where human values are put in operation. It 
is absolutely true that one combats inhumanity and that one works 
for humanization even outside Christianity: among the Jews, 
Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, among the post-Christian humanists 
and also among professed atheists. But there is no Christianity 
except there where the memorial of Jesus Christ is activated in 
thought and in action.” 


__ Here in these four affirmations Fr. Kueng attempts to show the 
differences between Christianity and other ways. We can only raise 
a number of questions :— 


1. All emphasis falls on the memorial of the name Jesus Christ. 
According to Kueng’s point no. (2) a recently baptized infant would 


4\ 
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not qualify as Christian, since a few-weeks-old baby cannot claim to 
find the supreme meaning of its life and death in Jesus Christ. 


2. Father Kueng offers us a somewhat new definition of the 
Christian Church as that “community, big or small; which finds its 
ultimate determination in Jesus Christ.” This again, 1 suppose, is 
a matter of conscious determination: does it have any external tests? 
If there are, would any existing church qualify for that name? 1 
suppose almost all existing churches are riddled with contradictions, 
vested interest conflicts, human pride and sinfulness, and false claims 
of being fully determined by Christ. Does this mean that there is 


no visible church, and that only some invisible structure exists as the 
pure Church of Father Kueng’s determination? 


Talk about the Person of Jesus Christ is one of the great decep- 
tions practised by Christians today. Using that name we rise above 
everybody else as judges. It is not enough to say that it is not the 
Christ of Piety, not the Christ of Dogma, not the Christ of the 
Enlightened or the Illuminated, not the Christ of the Poets and 
Romantics; nor is it sufficient to fix the “real Christ’? as someone 
historically precise and datable, or even as a Person and a Progra- 
mme. Father Kueng seems to mis-understand the best in all three 
traditions when he says: 


1. “If he is Protestant, the Christian does not believe in the 
Bible, but in Him to whom it witnesses.” 


2. “If he is Orthodox, the Christian does not believe in the 
tradition, but in Him whom it transmits.”’ 


3. “If he is Catholic, the Christian does not believe in the 
Church, but in him whom it announces.” 


J must say as an Orthodox that the faith of the Church I confess 
in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is not in a Jesus Christ 
whom the Tradition ‘transmits’ but in One God, the Father, Son 
and the Holy Spirit and in the Church I do believe in the Church, 
as I also confess; for it is there that I have come to know the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit in whom I have been baptized. 


Father Kueng’s faulty ecclesiology is evident in many places 
where the Church and the official magisterium become interchange- 
able for him. His Chtistology is deficient precisely at the point 
where he circumvents the identity of Christ as God-Man. _ And his 
pneumatology is deficient where he puts so much emphasis on the 
individual’s conscious commitment to Jesus Christ as the decisive 
criterion for being a Christian. 


It is also at the point of making a proper distinction between 
Church and Kingdom that Kueng goes wrong and Melbourne is likely 
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to go wrong. The Church is not identical with the Kin dom. . Th 
. . 4 e 
Kingdom spreads—like leaven hid in three “ACCT of meal— 
pecushout the Church, Humanity and Cosmos. The Church can 
iscern the) process, witness to it, co-operate in it, but imi 
the process to itself. aS vara 


The Church has its own specific role: not merel 
where the powers of the Kingdom at work are encrously meee 
and gladly welcomed. The Church’s eyes have to be Opened and 
its love broadened, to see the powers of the Kingdom at work out- 
side itself, in the processes of human history and Cosmic evolution 
This vision, which can sometimes be surprisingly dazzling, should not 
blind the Church to its own distinctive vocation, to bea humble 
persecuted, misunderstood, cross-bearing, largely unheeded witness 


to» the magnificent glory of the Ki in hi 
ee 'y ingdom at work in history and 
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German Bishops publish Declaration 
regarding Professor Hans Kueng— 
read in all the churches in Germany 


Courtesy L’osservatore Romano 


The German Bishops have published a Declaration which was read 
in all the churches of the country on the measures adopted by the 
Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith with regard to Prof. 
Kueng. A long clarification is attached to the Declaration. 


In the discussion with Professor Hans Kueng the Pope and the 
Bishops had an important decision to make. It was necessary to 
withdraw from him his office of teaching theology in the name of the 
Church. To many people who were seeking and questioning, Pro- 
fessor Kueng opened up ways to fundamental religious’ problems, but 
certain concepts he formulated also caused confusion in many 
believers. 


We German bishops, in spite of attempts at clarifications and 
dialogue that lasted for years, find ourselves, unfortunately, obliged 
to declare, in full unity with the Pope, that Professor Kueng sustains 
on important points of faith opinions that are in conflict with the 
binding doctrine of the Church. As long as this is the case, he cannot 
be a teacher of theology in the name of the Church. We do not 
judge what Professor Kueng believes personally, but what he writes 
and says in his lectures. 


In the last few weeks a great many different things have been 
said about the Kueng case. Was the proceeding against him just? 
Do not the points in question concern marginal problems? Is the 
Church returning to the period preceding the Second Vatican Council? 
How does the matter of freedom in the Church stand? We bishops 
owe the faithful and public opinion a word of clarification and help. 
This short declaration can of course touch only on some points. We 
have set forth the details in an exhaustive explanation. 


1. In the foreground of the discussions is the word ‘ Infallible’’, 
That no one in the Church, not even the Pope, is exempt from error 
and faults in what he says and does, is obvious. But the doctrine 
of infallibility in the Church does not concern this. It affirms rather 
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that when the Pope, as the supreme teacher of the Church, or an 
ecumenical Council, or the Bishops unanimously with the Pope, 
declare something as revealed by God and propose it as an article of 
faith, then the assistance of the Holy Spirit preserves them from error 
(cf. LG 25).° Professor Kueng, however, questions this. Yet it is 
clear to him how much the problem of infallibility in the Church 
concerns the foundations of the Faith, Church and Theology. 


2, Professor Kueng has stressed repeatedly that he does not want 
to contest the binding doctrine of the Church but only ask it 
“questions”. But there is a considerable difference between asking 
what an affirmation means and how it is justified and questioning the 
very affirmation itself and thus doubting it. Professor Kueng clearly 
casts doubts on the binding doctrine of the Church. 


3. Is infallibility in the Church not a marginal problem? For 
faith and theology it is decisive that each one should know on what 
he must and can base the obedience of faith due to God. Therefore 
it is not at all a secondary matter if God has promised to the 
magisterium of the Pope and of the Bishops that assistance which 
excludes error in the fundamental problems of faith, thus giving us 
that certainty in faith on which our life and our hope are based. Of 
course, all human affirmations, even those of revelation and of the 
Church, are limited. But limitation and error are different things. 


4. If we cannot rely with absolute certainty on the dogmatic 
affirmations of the Church, then it may even be doubted who Jesus 
Christ is. Did God really offer himself for us, in that his eternal 
Son, consubstantial with him, assumed our humanity and died for us? 
This is the faith that sustains our life and death. It was proclaimed 
definitively by the great Councils of Christian antiquity: for them it 
represented the central message of the New Testament. Their decla- 
tations are and remain for us Christians the foundation of our whole 
faith and life. We make them ours in the Creed at Holy Mass: 
“God from God, Light from Light, true God from true God gener- 
ated not created, of the same substance as the Father”. The affirm- 
ations of Professor Kueng—in spite of all the attempts of the Congre- 
gation concerned to arrive, in dialogue with him, at an unequivocal 
Clarification fall short of what Floly Scripture, the Creed, the Councils 
and Liturgy testify of Jesus Christ. 


5. The question crops up again and again whether the pro- 
cedure against Professor Kueng was just. We willingly admit that 
the procedural systems in the Church can be improved. Yet we must 
answer clearly that the procedure was just. What is not just is to 
Tegard the matter involved in the discussion with Professor Kueng as 
Secondary to the question of procedure. 


\ 


: 


11 


A broad theological discussion has been carried on publicly about 
Professor Kueng’s opinions on the doctrine about Jesus Christ and 
infallibility in the Church. A large number of theological colleagues 
have taken up a critical position with regard to his affirmations. 


Many letters, talks, invitations to dialogue on the part of the 
Holy See and of the Bishops did not succeed in inducing Professor 
Kueng to make the necessary contribution to the clarification of the 

-points in discussion. Because Professor Kueng let it be known that 
he was ready to revise his statements, the S. Congregation for the 
Doctrine of the Faith, on 15 February 1975, abstained from repri-, 
manding him and merely exhorted him not to repeat those concepts 
which were not in agreement with the Magisterium of the Church. 
Professor Kueng did not obey. Ina publication of 1979 he iuterpret- 
ed the fact that the Church hid not withdrawn his authorization to 
teach as a sign that the magisterium of the Church itself was not sure 
of its position in the matter of infallibility. Therefore the Pope and 
the Bishops were obliged to act. They were obliged to declare that 
as long as Professor Kueng contradicts the binding doctrine of the 
Church, he cannot teach theology in the name of the Church. 


To, speak here of violation of human rights or of inquisitorial 
methods, is not in conformity with the facts. Anyone who examines 
the documentation of the German Episcopal Conference on the Kueng 
case and also the efforts in the last few weeks, will be convinced of 
the sincere availability of the Congregation to discuss the matter. It 
is all the more regrettable that the matter should have had to end 
with the withdrawal of Professor Kueng’s ecclesiastical authorization 
to teach. But we all, together with the Holy Father, still hope that 
Professor Kueng will revise his attitude and his opinions. 


In conclusion, we would like to point out expressly that the 
Church needs theological science and theologians. The basis of 
theology is the binding faith of the Church, But this faith must be 
set forth, explained and founded in a theological way. This task of 
theology is of vital importance for the Church. Thus the dialogue 
between the ministry of the Church and theology is indispensable. 
We will continue undeterred to seek it. 


We German Bishops confirm our full unity with the Holy Father 
and among ourselves. Worship of the Son of God become man, the 
profession of faith in him in conformity with the Creed of the Church 
the “yes”? to the gift of the Spirit who preserves his Church from 
error in faith, unites us and all the faithful. Let us defend this unity, 


let us pray for this unity. 
Wurzburg, 7 January 1980. 


Signed by all the Bishops of the German Episcopal Conference 
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Clarification by the German Bishops 


The decision of the Church to deprive Professor Hans Kueng of 
the ecclesiastical authorization to teach, has caused a sensation in 
opinion inside and outside the Church. We have received many 
written communications that expressed concern but also many that 
expressed approval. Immediately after the Christmas period we met 
at a special session in order to say to you all a joint word of clarific- 
ation and guidance, approved unanimously. 


1. A matter that had been going on for nearly ten years 


Since, in spite of the considerable amount of information made 
available to the media of social communication, the origin of the con- 
flict is not known everywhere to the same extent, a brief presentation 
of the main stages of a laborious discussion is necessary. The Ger- 
man Episcopal Conference has made known the principal facts to 
public opinion, in an ample documentation, in order that the Letter 
might form an impartial picture of the many efforts made. 


Already in May 1968 Professor Kueng was invited by the Sacred 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to a conversation about 
his book “The Church”. The meeting did not take place and Pro- 
fessor Kueng did not even send the written explanation that had been 
requested about the content of the work. In July 1971 a doctrinal 
procedure was begun with regard to the book “Infallible?”’: at the 
same time a list of objections and difficulties was sent to him with the 
request for an answer. When two years later, in spite of renewed 
invitations, there had been no conversation on the matter, the Sacred 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith published the doctrinal 
document ‘‘ Mysterium Ecclesiae’? which, without giving names and 
without threatening sanctions, intended to clarify positively the truths 
of faith in question. But when the conversation offered to Professor 
Kueng after the publication of this document could not be achieved in 
the following two years, the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of 
the Faith, on the orders of Pope Paul VI, decided, on 15 February 
1975, on an unusual step: it exhorted the theologian “not to continue 
to sustain those doctrinal opinions”, and desisted for the time being 
from further action, that is, it suspended the procedings in the mean. 
time. Professor Kung had opened the way for this when in September 
1974 he informed the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith 
that, with a period of time for reflection, he did not exclude the 
possibility that his doctrinal ideas might in the course of time “be 
harmonized” with those of the Magisterium. This solution, for 
which, moreover, there was no juridical provision, was brought to an 
end by Professor Kueng unilaterally at the beginning of 1979, when he 
presented his previous theses about infallibility in the Church in an 
even mere extreme form. Independently of the Proceedings of the 
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Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the German 
Episcopal Conference sought in vain, from 1976 to 1977, a further 
clarification of Professor Kueng’s doctrine on Jesus Christ.-Since.1970, 
moreover, there were repeated calls to action by Kueng against the 
established practice of the Church (regulation of mixed marriages, 
recognition of ministries, eucharistic communion, ecclesiastical celi- 
bacy, ordination of women for the priestly ministry, etc.). 


In spite of pressing invitations no conversation with Rome took 
place. The talks with the German Episcopal Conference did not 
bring a sufficient clarification. Even a theological discussion, which 
lasted fora long time, failed to induce Professor Kueng to make com- 
pletions which he himself had recognized as being necessary, or even 
corrections. All the means available to reach a clarification by means 
of dialogue were used by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith and the German Episcopal Conference. The Holy Father 
suspenned with an extraordinary measure the implementation of the 
“Declaration”? for a further examination. Just a day before the 
conversation of a delegation of German Bishops with Pope John Paul 
If, on 28 December 1979, Kueng answered, through a collaborator, 
with a blunt refusal the pressing invitation by the Bishop of Rotten- 
burg-Stuttgart, territorially competent, for some clarifications regard- 
ing content. With that the well-known decision became inevitable. 


2. Objective reasons for the decision of the Church 


In the discussions that have arisen since the notification of the 
decision on 18 December 1979, the events themselves have been placed 
in the foreground, while the substantial problems have been in danger 
of disappearing. What exactly is the matter at issue? 


(a) It is a question not only of the infallibility of the Pope but 
of the whole Church and even of the truth of Holy Scripture. Pro- 
fessor Kueng recognizes that the Church of Jesus Christ is promised a 
fundamental permanence in God’s truth. Nearly all Christian 
Churches and ecclesial communities affirm in their declarations of 
faith this permanence of the Church in the unfailing faithfulness of 
God. He gave himself to the world in Jesus Christ once and for all 
and he entrusted the word of salvation to his Church to be preserved 
faithfully and transmitted exactly in the course of time. This per- 
manence of the Churchin the truth promised by God does not exclude, 
however, individual errors. Professor Kueng believes that a. global 
remaining in truth is sufficient. Yes—and this is the core of his 
thesis—this is compatible with concrete errors in definitions of faith 
that the magisterium of the Church has promulgated as irrevocable. 
Thus Professor Kueng denies that “ the permanence of the Church in 
truth is bound up with determined dogmas or authorities.” Thereby 
he questions not only the infallibility of the Pope, but antecendently 
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and far more fundamentally the gift operated by the Spirit to preserve 
the Church in the truth of God. Defence from error by means of an 
active protection of the good of faith and, even more so, a definitive 
decision in problems of faith would no longer be possible. 


(b) With this fundamental thesis, Professor Kueng obscures two 
other dimensions of Christian faith. The latter comprises the defini- 
tion of the Creed and a certainty that is shown through life and 
death. Therefore the Creed expressed in absolute terms has been 
closely linked from the beginning with biblical faith. Only in this 
way, through the certainty of faith, can the Christian have joy and 
confidence also in difficult situations. Onthis point also non-Catholic 
Christian Churches and ecclesial communities are convinced. Pro- 
fessor Kueng does not contest the expressing of the faith by means of 
formulas. But he questions the permanent validity of such absolutely 
binding definitions. Obviously the Church does not contest that these 
formulas of faith, marked by earlier ways of thought, can and must 
be more deeply understood, and explained pastorally in a new way. 


A second difficulty is closely connected with these fundamental 
theses: for Professor Kueng it is no longer clear that the Church in its 
official authorities (Episcopal College, Council, Pope), faced with a 
determined historical situation, has the power of expressing infallibly 
in dogmatic terms the profession of Christian faith (cf. dogmatic 
Constitution on the Church of the Second Vatican Council Lumen 
Gentium, art. 25). 


In these situations the competent ministers do not exercise power 
in an arbitrary way but are official and public witnesses to the purity 
of the living heritage of faith. They are the mouth-piece of the wit- 
ness of faith of the whole Church. Their public function in the 
Church is therefore geared to the proclamation of faith. “This 
Magisterium is not superior to the Word of God, but is its servant” 
(Dogmatic Constitution on divine revelation, Second Vatican Council 
art. 10). The Church has always been convinced that for the respon- 
sible implementation of the specific service of witness, she is granted 
special assistance from the Holy Spirit. There can be no question of 
arbitrary and complacent exercise of power by the magisterium of 
the Church. 


(c) These elements of the understanding of faith are summed up 
in the concept of infallibility in the Church. It certainly does not 
have such a central content of faith as the question of God and’the 
resurrection of Christ, but it is far from being a “marginal dogma”. 
It serves to find truth and to inspire confidence in official proclamation 
and in this way is indirectly of benefit to members of the Church. 
The faithful are entitled to a complete and clear exposition of the 
inalienable truths of faith. And therefore the theological position 
with regard to ultimate and binding affirmations of faith offers a 
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deep insight into the inner understanding of revelation and history, 
of the Spirit and the Church, of the ministry and the word. When 
something goes. wrong in this field, there appear dangerous cracks, 
even if at first they are hardly perceptible in the foundation of a 
theology and also in the conviction of faith of the community. We 
German Bishops, in a detailed declaration of 17 February 1975, had 
already drawn attention to these consequences of Professor Kueng’s 
theological method. This, too, was in vain. 


(d) These defects are evident above all in Professor Kueng’s 
affirmations about the person of Jesus Christ. He would like, 
certainly, to abide by “‘the great intentions and contents of the 
ecumenical Councils”, but his concrete affirmations on the divinity 
of Jesus Christ and on the Trinity of God fall short of the content 
of the faith handed down. For example, it is not wrong, but it is 
not sufficient, to say ‘‘that in the history of Jesus Christ God and 
man are really at stake’. For the Christian faith it is decisive to 
profess that Jesus Christ is absolutely and from all eternity the Word 
of God. ‘We believe...... in Jesus Christ Our Lord, the only Son of 
God, born of the Father before all time; God from God, Light from 
Light, true God from true God, generated, not created, of the same 
substance as the Father”’. 


The attempt must certainly be made to explain these words of 
the Great Creed to modern men. But the theologian must never be 
vague on this decisive point of the profession of Christian faith. It 
is a question, in fact, of the truth of our salvation: if in Jesus Christ 
it was not God himself who gave himself to men, then Jesus Christ 
cannot redeem us from sin and death. On this point all Christian 
Churches are agreed. All affirmations about the humanity of Jesus 
and his human exemplarity are significant for believers, only if they 
are closely connected with the absolute affirmation of “true God”. 
The Roman Declaration does not formally present the Christological 
problem as the fundamental point of the reason for the withdrawal 
of the authorization to teach. This is derived from juridical and 
procedural causes because the doctrinal discussion, which has been 
going on for nearly ten years, did not include this problem at the 
beginning. This mention, made incidentally, does not mean, how- 
ever, that other inaccuracies (c. g. with regard to the Mother of God 
and the Sacraments) should be taken less seriously. The German 
Episcopal Conference referred to their objective significance exhausti- 
vely in its message on the book ‘‘ Being a Christian” on 14 November 
1977 to preachers of the faith. These references are important 
precisely from the ecumenical point of view (cf. Die deutschen Bishofe, 


n. 13). 
3. Settlement and Consequences 


After the failure of all attempts to reacha clarification, a decision 
had become indispensable, particularly owing to the importance of 
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the problems. All those responsible for this decision were painfully 
aware of its pastoral significance. Kueng’s theological work was not 
all to be rejected, but only the above-mentioned points. The pastoral 
finality of his work has always been recognized by us. It is not a 
question of a global rejection of his theology. But it was becoming 
a more and more unbearable contradiction in the Church that a 
theologian of great influence, teaching on behalf of the Church, and 
forming future theologians, priests and laity, should act for years 
contrary to the office he had received. It is a question of transmitting 


the good of Catholic faith intact to other generations and not of a - 


claim to power on the part of Rome or the self-preservation of a 
system. 


We understand the concern of many people. We ask, however, 
for confidence when we declare with Pope John Paul II that in the 
relationship between the magisterium and theology we want to pre- 
serve the spirit of mutual understanding and dialogue. No one can 
and wants to fall short of the latter and spirit of the Vatican Council. 
We are not afraid and we are not closed with regard to the inevitable 
problems and researches of theology. On the contrary: from the 
most remote past the difficulties between theology and ministry of the 
Church—often unnoticed by public opioion—have been solved in a 
conciliatory way. We beg you to consider the case of Professor 
Kueng as a very concrete exception, which we tried to settle in a 
friendly way for nearly ten years. In no case shall we abandon this 
style in the future. Nor do the Pope and his congregations wish to 
do so. But neither can we fail in our duty of preserving the faith, 
for the fulfilment of which we will be answerable to the court of God. 
On taking up his office, the theologian has been entrusted with teach- 
ing the living faith of the Church. There remains a wide field of his 
own questions and new research, He must not forget, however. that 
he is working for the building up of the Church. He cannot of him- 
self alone judge whether he is successful in doing so. If he unilaterally 
betrays the confidence placed in him, sets himself up as his own 
yardstick, and as a result his teaching authorization has to be with- 
drawn, it is deceitful and dishonest to speak of violation of human 


tights. Professor Kueng’s freedom of opinion is not limited in any 
way. 


An appeal has often been made to the ecumenical dimension of 
the conflict. But it is not a question exclusively, or even primarily, 
of special Catholic doctrines. Rather, with the question of the 
Irrevocable truth of the Bible and of the decisions of the ancient 
Councils of the Church, it is really fundamental Christian questions 
that are involved, By taking up a position in favour of the complete 


profession of faith in Christ, we think we are rather doing a service to 
‘© whole of ecumenism. 


me” hot wish to retreat from positions already reached, but 
* Co We wish to take irresponsible steps, which actually do not 
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mean progress. All of us will draw closer to one another if we 
become more similar to Jesus Christ. To do so, we must change. 
A surrender of oneself, which would steal from one’s respective 
partner his own face, does not help anyone in the pursuit of unity. 
We thank many Protestant sisters and brothers for their discreet con- 
cern when a family conflict is being settled in their neighbour's 
house. They themselves know only too well that our questions and 
difficulties are also—perhaps in a different form—their problems. 
They, too, are obliged at times to carry out disciplinary procedures 
in doctrinal matters, as they say. 


We thank theologians for their laborious and disinterested work. 
We ask them to be patient and prudent when it is a question of mak- 
ing their hypotheses public. Self-critical completion is better than 
doctrinal proceedings. 


We ask all members of our church and all those interested in the 
matter for a dispassionate judgment on the decision that has been 
taken. It is not possible to call for love without at the same time 
caring about truth. Tolerance does not mean renunciation of the 
search for truth. Pluralism in theology is not possible without the 
necessary unity of faith. Do not trust slogans and propaganda 
which may, in the long run, jeopardize the peace and unity of the 


Church. 

We are aware of our special responsibility to the universal 
Church, in close union with Pope Joha Paul LI, the Bishop of Rotten- 
burg-Stuttgard and all the faithful of this diocese. In conclusion we 
ask you for your prayer, so that God will preserve his Church from 
harm and from discord. 


Wurzburg, 7 January 1980. 
Signed by all the members of the German Episcopal Conference 


This Kueng Affair 


The Hans Kueng affair, like the Martin Luther affair of four or 
five centuries ago, seems unlikely to remain a mere internal struggle 
within the Roman Catholic Church. It threatens to explode; in fact 
we are surprised that it has not yet exploded in a big way. 


Fr. Kueng writes with a flair and a passion that are somewhat 
unusual for German or Swiss University professors. His clarity is 
certainly more noticeable than his knowledge of the Christian tradi- 
tion. His arguments are, like those of Luther in the 16th century, 
sharp and provocative. His boldness in stepping on to territory 
regarded by many as sacrosanct is impressive. Kueng has exposed 
the doctrine of papal infallibility with the same lucidity and nerve 
as Luther manifested in his attack on papal indulgences. 


Kueng and Luther are both Germanic University Professors 
revolting against the authority of Rome. We are not sure whether 
the comparison could go much further, orw hether Fr. Kueng’s revolt 
would come to occupy the same historical significance as Fr. Luther’s 
revolt has. The latter literally inspired the whole bourgeois civiliza- 
tion and the industrial-scientific-technological urban culture of 
modern days. Compared to that the significance of the Kueng revolt 
may be infinitely less. 


__ The interesting thing this time is that all the German Catholic 
bishops are lined up with the Pope against the Swiss Professor in 
their midst. Ofcourse Kueng has wide support not only in the 
German Catholic Church, but also in Catholic and Protestant 
intellectual circles all over the world, especially in western Europe 
and America, but the German Episcopate is solidly with the Pope. 


We have to examine Fr. Kueng’s teaching, not because we seek 
to pass judgment on the Roman Catholic Magisterium’s official 
reaction to Fr. Hans Kueng’s teachings, but because the debate has 
today gone beyond the confines of the Roman Catholic Church and 
has become an ecumenical issue. 


The German Bishops’ statement of January 7, 1980 recognizes 
that in the foreground of the discussions is the word ‘infallible.’ The 
controversy began in 1968 with Fr. Kueng’s book on “The Church.” 
pie doctrine of papal infallibility had already come under attack 
mete. The Roman Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
A fa (the Successor to the Inquisitorial Office) asked Fr. Kueng to 

Plain certain aspects of the book and to come to Rome for a 
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“conversation” on those aspects. Fr. Kueng neither gave a written 
explanation nor went to Rome for a conversation. In an earlier age 
he could not have gotten away with such an affront. This time, 
however, Fr. Kueng had good friends inthe Curia who protected him 
from bitter chastisement. 


When his bombshell book “Infallible?” exploded in the Roman 
Church, even his Curia friends could not ignore it altogether. In 
1971, “Doctrinal procedures” were initiated. A new series of 
objections to and difficulties in the book was listed by the Congre- 
gatio de Fide and sent to him for reply. Again he was “invited” to 
a personal ‘‘conversation” in Rome. This time too Fr. Kueng 
neither went to Rome nor provided any written explanation, despite 
renewed reminders and invitations. The Curia patiently waited for 
two years but in vain. 


Finally the Curia decided to issue a counter-document—a 
doctrinal statement Mysterium Ecclesiae affirming the teaching of 
the Roman Church as opposed to Fr. Kueng’s teaching, though with- 
out mentioning names. Of course the style was more courteous and 
less abrupt than that of the ‘syllabi of errors’ of a previous era, but 
the intention was the same—to expose the false doctrines of an 
influential teacher in the Church. 


The Curia again invited Fr. Kueng for “conversations.” Again 
these did not materialize. In September 1974 Fr. Kueng informed 
the Sacred Congregation that with a period of time for reflection, he 
would not exclude the possibility that his doctrinal ideas might in 
the course of time be harmonized with those of the magisterium. 
His language was cautious and cagy, and could also be interpreted 
to mean that such harmonisation could take place when more people 
in the Curia and even the Pope came round to accept Fr. Kueng’s 
position. 

On 15th February 1975, Pope Paul VI ordered the Sacred 
Congregation to exhort Fr. Kueng “not to continue to sustain those 
doctrinal opinions,” and at the same time to suspend temporarily the 
“doctrinal proceedings” instituted against _Fr. Kueng. On 17th 
February 1975, the German bishops published a detailed joint 
declaration on the consequences of Fr. Kueng’s theological method. 


During the period from 1976-77 the German Catholic Bishops’ 
Conference asked Fr. Kueng for several “clarifications” about his 
Christology. He tactfully refused to comply. 


Fr. Kueng is more than an academic theologian teaching at the 
University of Tubingen in the Roman Catholic Faculty. He is also 
an activist and pamphleteer_who exhorts his fellow priests to revolt 
against the authority of his Church in matters of eucharistic commu- 
nion with Protestants, of rules on mixed marriages, of clerical 
celibacy, and of the ordination of women to the special priesthood. 
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Fr. Kueng reaffirmed his positions in his book “On Being a 
Christian’”’ published in 1977. Al] the exhortations from Rome had 
not even persuaded him to be more cautious in his language. On 
December 28, 1979, Fr. Kueng bluntly refused a pressing invitation 
from his diocesan bishop (of Rottenburg—Stuttgart) for some clarifi- 
cations regarding the content of his books. That, understandably, 
was the last straw. 


The action of the Roman Catholic Church is merely to withdraw 
Fr. Kueng’s authorization to teach as an official teacher of the Roman 


Catholic Church. He has not been excommunicated, defrocked, or 


declared a heretic. He cannot teach as an Officially authorised 
Roman Catholic teacher. This means, of course, that he can no 
longer be on the Roman Catholic theological faculty of Tubingen. 
But he continues to be head of the Institute for Ecumenical Theology, 
which has now been made free from the Catholic Theological 
Faculty. 


The Kueng controversy is not only about papal infallibility. On 
that subject his view is veryclose to the Orthodox view. Fr. Kueng 
holds the view that the Church as a whole and in the long run is 
“indefectible” though not infallible; i. e. even if the churches espouse 
certain wrong doctrines at certain times, (for example in the fourth 
century many many local churches accepted the Arian or Eunomian 
heresy) in the long run the Holy Spirit brings the Church back to a 
rediscovery of the true faith. This is also basically the Orthodox 
view. In fact the Orthodox would go a step further than Fr. Kueng 
in affirming that the Bishop of Rome has no special canonical role in 
maintaining the faith of the Church and that the Pope has no special 
Charisma which is not granted to other bishops as well. 


In this point, the Orthodox would support the position of Fr. 
Kueng over against the view of the official magisteriumin the Roman 
Catholic Church. The Orthodox would find it difficult to accept 
the view of the German Catholic Bishops that “if we cannot rely 
with absolute certainty on the dogmatic affirmations of the Church 
then it may even be doubted who Jesus Christ is.” The Orthodox 
would say that our faith does not rely on the dogmatic affirmations 
of the Church throughout the centuries, but rather on the Apostolic 
testimony maintained throughout Christian history in the living Tra- 
dition of the Church, which includes the official kerygma or public 
declaration in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, as well as the 
liturgical and catechetical traditions in the various churches and 
above all their direct testimony in the Holy Scriptures which remain 
the unique and primary reference for the Apostolic Witness. 

The Orthodox do not ascribe any a priori infallibility to any 
One bishop or to a group of bishops assembled in Council. We do 
believe that all bishops including the bishop of Rome can go wrong 
in their doctrinal pronouncements, even if they are formally 
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excathedra. We believe that a widely representative Council of 
Bishops can also go wrong in many doctrinal pronouncements; in 
fact the present writer personally believes that both Vatican I and 
Vatican II have made substantially erroneous doctrinal pronounce- 
ments. Wecannot see much evidence for the view of the German 
bishops that “God has promised to the magisterium of the Pope 
and of the Bishops that assistance which excludes error in the funda- 
mental problems of faith.” We do believe that from the beginning 
Popes and Bishops, and even Apostles, have made erroneous state- 
ments. God has neither promised Popes and Bishops freedom from 
error in matters of faith, nor has He actually kept them free from 


error. 


We agree with Fr. Kueng that indefectibility is promised to the 
Church only in a general way, and not in relation to any particular 
office in the Church. In fact Scripture warns us of false teachers in 
the Church (2 Pet. 2:1). In the history of the Church heresies have 
been generated more often by the official magisterium than by the 
laity. We therefore strongly disagree with the German Catholic 
Bishops that the magisterium is an infallible and fully reliable source 
on which to depend without doubt on all matters of faith and 


doctrine. 


The Christian Faith is not based on the infallibility of Bible, 
Pope or Council. It trusts in the Apostolic Witness, reliably carried 
by the living tradition of the Church and attested by the Holy Spirit. 
We do believe that bishops have a special role in the teaching 
authority of the Church, but no bishop or group of bishops have 
any guaranteed infallibility. This applies to the Bishop of Rome 
just as much to the bishops of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch 
or Delhi. In that sense the current joke in Rome of simply repeat- 
ing the name of the author and the title of Fr. Kueng’s book has its 
point (“Hans Kueng - Infallible?’’). 


The Orthodox believe that the laity too have their own role in 
conserving and guarding the faith, but we would stop short of ascri- 
bing infallibility to the episcopal college or to the consensus fidelium 
(the common agreement of the faithful). We are therefore quite 
clear that the Roman Catholic Church may once again be defending 
the wrong doctrine. It is our sincere hope that some recognition 
of infallibility being a non-issue will bring all of us including the 
Roman Catholic theologians to a rediscovery of the authentic tra- 
dition on authority in the Church. We also hope that the discussion 
will develop into a genuinely ecumenical discussion on autority in 
the Church, since the present writer feels that all of us, including 
the Orthodox, have much to learn from the authentic tradition in 
this regard. 
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While we would as an Orthodox theologian, endorse Fr. Kueng’s 
view ina general way over against the view of the official magiste- 
rium in the Roman Catholic Church, we would not commend Fr. 
Kueng as a reliable teacher of the authentic tradition. This observa- 
tion does not come so much from our very limited personal acqua- 
intance with Fr. Kueng fifteen or more years ago, as from a brief 
perusal of his many writings. Our question to Fr. Kueng in the 
early days of Vatican II was about his acquaintance with the univer- 
sally accepted Fathers of the Christian Church, especially the 
Cappadocians. Fr. Kueng not only confessed his lack of acquain- 
tance with the Eastern Fathers in general, but he also denied any 
sense of need for such knowledge. Beyond Augustine, he was in- 
terested mainly in the Reformers, particularly Luther, and among 
more recent theologians Karl Barth. 


Today he has moved beyond these theological thinkers to call 
in question the traditional faith of the Church about Jesus Christ. 
For a long time it has been fashionable in the West to question the 
traditional categories in which the Christological controversies of the 
fourth to sixth centuries had been carried on—divinity, pre-existence, 
hypostasis, phusis, ousia and so on. Fr. Kueng is among many mo- 
dern theologians who believe that this debate was somewhat sterile 
and point-less, and that we have to move on to categories which 
our contemporaries can understand and deal with. Once it was 
pleasant banter to say that the fourth century controversy was a pha- 
risaic one about an iota — between homoousion and homoiousion. 
Today people have begun to believe that the iota or the compromise 
phrase homoiousion has no meaning at all. They think that we can 
begin with a phenomenological understanding of the Man Jesus and 
through his “transparency to being” get to the knowledge of the 
Father. 


It is on this point that we need a fresh ecumenical debate. It 
is not the attack on infallibility that constitutes the danger to the 
faith, but the new Arianism that denies the divinity of Christ in 
clever and sophisticated terms. 


PAG: 





The Presence of the Theotokos in the 
Economy of Salvation— 
An Orthodox Approach 


Rey. Dr. K. M. GEORGE 


Some Preliminary remarks: 


1. The term Mariologia is a relatively recent discovery of the 
Roman Catholic Tradition. It implies that the systematic study of 
the person and role of Mary in the divine plan of salvation consti- 
tutes a distinct and special branch of Theology. On this assumption 
were developed the two ‘‘ Marian dogmas ”’ of Immaculate Concep- 
tion and Assumption declared ex cathedra in 1854 and 1954 respecti- 
vely and a vast literature on ‘‘ Mariology.’’ Although this view is 
being re-examined in the post-Vatican II period, it has penetrated 
deep into the Latin tradition. 


2. The Eastern tradition does not know any ‘Science of Mary.’ 
It recognizes that the earliest references to Mary were in connection 
with theological attempts to explain the mysteries of the Incarnation 
and the Church. These mysteries do not yield to easy definitions or 
become the objects of any “‘ Science,” though for the sake of conve- 
nience we sometimes say Christology or Ecclesiology. Mary is never 
spoken. of in isolation from the mystery of Incarnation or of the 

urch. 


3. The Orthodox tradition is reluctant to reduce the position 
of Mary to a merely functional role of assisting in the birth of Christ. 
The word ‘presence’ in the title of this paper is deliberately used 
instead of ‘place’ or ‘role,’ The Theotokos is a presence in the 
Church. In the Orthodox ethos 0 ie tries to feel this presence rather 
than to prove or disprove it by the use of well-built arguments. 


4, Inthe Orthodox Church theology is inseparable trom litur- 
gical adoration and devotion. In other words dogma is essentially 
doxa, adoration of the Triune God. The use of poetic language and 
a rich variety of symbols, colours, fragrance and gestures is part of 
this doxa. Since the mystery that is being celebrated is too profound 
to be articulated, one resorts to flowery language teeming with fine 
figures of speech. In the Orthodox Syrian liturgy, Mary’s person is 
clothed in a metaphorical language almost completely evolved out of 
the Biblical types, symbols and ideas. Since they all point to the 
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mystery of Incarnation, there is no attempt to attain propositional or 
rational clarity. The Orthodox feel that the Cartesion clarity as the 
ideal of the knowledge of truth had penetrated deep into Latin 
theology long before Decartes, and had emptied theology of its real 
significance. 


The Biblical typology and the Mother of God in the liturgy: 


One cannot possibly make at this point a thorough study of 
the use of the Bible in the Orthodox liturgical veneration of Mary. 
The simple reason is that an exhaustive use of both the Old and the 
New Testaments is made in the liturgy. Liturgical reference to Mary 
is nothing but biblical and always related either to Incarnation or to 
the Church. A quick reading of the liturgy of Christmas, Annun- 
ciation etc. will reveal this fact. But contrary to our modern method 
of taking only those N. T. passages which refer explicitly to Mary, 
the poet-theologians who composed the liturgy go back even to the 
slightest allusion or type in the O. T and relate it with the N. T. 
theme of Incarnation and Mary’s part init. For instance, the theo- 
phany in the burning bush (Exod. 3: 2ff) prefigured the Incarnation. 
As the green bush remained unaffected though the burning fire was 
present in it, Mary, an ordinary human being, remained unhurt by 
the indwelling of God who is “burning fire,” and the seal of her 
virginity was unbroken. Inthe story of Gideon (Judg. 6: 36f), the 
dew that appeared on the fleece of wool laid on dry ground as a sign 
of salvation for Israel is symbolized as the Incarnate Christ and the 
fleece of wool as Mary. Again the fiery Chariot which Ezekiel saw 
or the thicket in which Abraham found the ram while trying to 
sacrifice his son (Gen. 22: 13) is the symbol of Mary. 


These are some of the examples for the typological exegesis of 
the Bible found in the Orthodox liturgy. The emphasis is always 
Christological, but in order to bring out the mystery and paradox of 
Incarnation the symbol of Mary is used. Often Mary’s individuality 
fades as she becomes the symbol par excellence not only of the 
Church but of the whole creation which was given the incredible 
privilege of bearing the Person of Christ, the Creator and Lord of 
all. The Church along with Elizabeth calls her ‘the mother of my 
Lord” and addresses her daily saying “Blessed are you among 
women” (Lk. 1: 42, 43). The method employed in the above typo- 
logical interpretation is to look at the whole Bible from the vantage 
point of the Apostolic experieace of the mystery of Incarnation and 
not vice verse, that is to look at the Incarnate Christ and the whole 
economy of salvation from the point of view of Biblical witness 
alone. That is why even the slightest allusions to Mary in the Bible 
bear great prophetic and Messianic significance in the eyes of the 
early theologians. 
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The explicit references to the Virgin Mary are not numerous in 
the N. T. However, the gospel passages referring to her are at the 
origin of the special honour accorded to Mary by the Church. 
Among these the Annunciation passage is of course, the most 
important (Lk. 1: 26-38). The Church repeats daily the angelic 
salutation “Hail, © favoured one, the Lord is with you” coupled 
i { r | » of the most usual titles of Mary 
on; Ever-Virgin aud Blessed, are derived from 
this passage. Mary’s voluntary assent to the proto-evangelion was at 
the root of Incarnation. In that she was acting on behalf of the 
whole human race. 













Texts like Jn. 2: 3-5 and Jn. 19: 26-27 reveal the special concern 
Jesus had for his mother and they inspired the Church to exalt the 
mother of God above all saints. 


The Orthodox interpretation and liturgical use of the two 
controversial texts regarding Mary is quite interesting. Mk. 3: 31-35 
(Matt. 12: 43-45) and Lk. 11: 27-28. In the first one Jesus is told 
that his mother and brothers are waiting outside to see him. But 
Jesus, apparently ignoring them, replies that whoever does the will 
of God is his mother and brother. [n the second text, a certain 
woman cried out that the womb that bore Jesus and the breasts that 
he suckled were blessed. But Jesus says, “Blessed rather are those 
who hear the word of God and keep it.” 


Apparently, Jesus attaches no importance to his mother in these 
texts, and they were often quoted against the special veneration given 
to Mary. But the interesting thing is that these Gospel portions are 
arranged to be read in the Church on all the feast days of the mother 
of God. They are read along with Lk. 10: 38f where is mentioned 
the example of Mary, the sister of Lazarus who sat at the feet of 
Jesus to hear the word of God. Jesus appreciates the choice of Mary 
in contrast to that of Martha. This text is read obviously to high- 
light the fact that Jesus, in fact, appreciates Mary, his mother and 
does not belittle her in any way; for in responding to the Word of 
God that came through the angel, it was she who heard the Word of 
God and kept it in a unique way. 


Theotokos, a Christological title: 


Apart from the biblical titles mentioned above, the most common 
title of Mary is Theotokos—the God bearer inadequately translated 
as the mother of God. Although the word could be traced as early 
as to the time of Hippolytus of Rome (200-220) its precise use in a 
Christological context is seen during the latter half of the fourth 
century. “Athanasius and the three Cappadocians make use of it in 
a Christolosical context. Appollinarius was said to have ignored the 
perfect humanity of Christ by saying that the human mind in Jesus 
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was substituted by the divine Logos and that the humanity of Christ 
was existing even before his conception in the womb of Mary. 
Mary’s person is brought in as a safeguard against this kind of 
Apollinarian distortion of the humanity of Christ. In replying to 
the allegedly Apollinarian heresy the Fathers made it clear that the 
body of Jesus, i. e. his humanity was taken from the body of Mary. 
Thus Jesus’s humanity is our own humanity. But Jesus from the 
first moment of his conception was the eternal Word of God, God 
himself. Therefore, the mother of the infant Jesus is Teally the bearer 
of God. So theotokos became the watchword for a sound Christo- 


logy against Apollinarian or Nestorian misrepresentations. Gregory 
Nazianzen (+390) writes: 


“If anyone does not believe that the Holy Mary is Theotokos, 
he is severed from the Godhead. If anyone should assert 
that he passed through the Virgin as through a channel, and 
was not at once divinely and humanly formed in her (divinely 
_ because without the intervention of a man; humanly, because 
in accordance with the laws of gestation), he isin like manner 
Godless.” (Letter to Cledonius the Priest. Epist. 101) 


The expression Theotokos gained the authority of a conciliar decree 
at Ephesus 431. Cyril of Alexandria’s (+444) third letter to 
Nestorius contained the Christological statement on Theotokos, 


which the council officially accepted as part of its decision. It 
runs thus: 


“If anyone does not confess Emmanuel to be very God, and 
does not acknowledge the Holy Virgin consequently to be 
Theotokos, for she brought forth after the flesh the Word of 
God become flesh, let him be anathema,” (Cyril, Ep. XVID) 


It is obvious from these examples how intimately related is Mary’s 
person to the essential Christological affirmation of the Church. The 
Eastern theological tradition had never swayed from this original 
understanding of the Christological significance of the Mother of 
God and had been consistently opposed to all proliferation of 
“Marian dogmas” on the one hand and on the other hand to the 
total silence about her presence in the Economy of salvation. 


The Aeiparthenos: Prototype and symbol of the Church. 


St. Paul’s drawing of the antithesis between the first Adam and 
the second Adam had great appeal to the patristic mind. The anti- 
thesis was extended to Eve and Mary. As the first Eve by her 
disobedience was at the origin of the Fall of man, the second Eve, 
Mary by her free assert to the Word of God stood at the origin of 
the salvation of all through Jesus Christ. This theme was fruitfully 
elaborated In various ways by the Poet-theologians of the Syrian 
tradition. Mary's virginity was crucial to them. She was a virgin 
before giving birth (ante partum), a virgin in giving birth (in partum) 
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and a virgin after giving birth (post partum). In his commentary on 
the Diatessaron St. Ephram would say that Mary could not conceive 
another child born under the curse on Eve, once the birth of Christ 
had taken away that curse. As Christ left the tomb without break- 
ing its seal or entered the room with closed doors, so was he born 
without breaking his mothers seal of virginity. Though the Oriental 
Orthodox Churches did not participate in the council of Constanti- 
nople 553 which officially conferred the title Aeiparthenos (Ever- 
Virgin) on Mary, it was already part of their tradition. 


The Christological significance of the person of Mary did not 
isolate her in any way from the rest of the Body of Christ, the 
Church. The Church taught without any hesitation that she was a 
member of the fallen humanity, that she also was saved through the 
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ and that she is now within 
the redeemed community along with other saints, the faithful departed 
and the Church living on earth. In his hymn on Nativity St. Ephrem 
says that by giving a second birth to the eternal Son of God, Mary 
herself was born again. Christ put on the garment of his mother, 
that is his body, while his mother received his clothing of splendour, 
the garment of incorruption (de Nativitate 16, 11). In giving Christ 
her own humanity, and receiving in turn the glorious garment of 
incorruption Mary was representing the Church and the whole 
human race. 


The Mother of God is given the highest honour in the Church 
and in the liturgy but she is always placed along with the saints and 
the faithful departed. As the Eucharistic liturgy makes it clear, they 
are believed to be “* praying with us and for us,” and the Church on 
earth prays for them also. The underlying reality is the living Body 
of Christ whose head is the risen Christ. Biological death and 
separation have no meaning here. The communio sanctorum in the 
Orthodox tradition is rooted in the resurrection of Christ and the 
living reality of the Church which lives in the Holy Spirit and which 
is not limited to space, time and individual human consciousness. 


St. Basil (4th cent.) had made a distinction between kerygma and 
dogma (De Spirit. Sanct. 66). Kerygma was the public preaching of 
the Church, the Apostolic witness to Christ. Dogma belongs to the 
inner reality of the faith of the community which is already initiated 
to the mystery of Christ through kerygma. The uninitiated world 
is unable to grasp the full significance of this inner reality of the 
faith of the Body of Christ. This distinction does not imply any 
esoteric gnosiology, but points to a profound awareness of “‘the 
depth of the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God” (Rom. 11: 
33) and of the “power to comprehend with all the saints what is the 
breadth and length and height and depth and to know the love of 
Christ which surpasses knowledge” (Ephes. 3: 18). Modern 
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Orthodox theologians like V. Lossky have pointed out that the 
teaching about the Mother of God belongs to this inner dogma of 
the Church and not to the public kerygma. 


Mary is the first member and prototype of the redeemed com- 
munity., Although her status as the human agent of Incarnation is 
unique, the glory she acquired through Cl could, pote t 
attained by all members of the Church. 








For the Church the memory of Mary is like a sweet fragrance 
that fills the whole Body of Christ. The mystery of Tacananon 
includes the mystery of her person. The Fathers who composed the 
liturgy constantly wonder at the mystery without trying to offer any 
easy explanation. The mystery is that God has become man and an 
ordinary human being has been enable to bear in her womb her own 
creator. the very God of very God. She saw the glory and was 
glorified. Her experience is a foretaste of the glorious Kingdom 
the Church awaits. All creation longs to be resplendent with the 
deifying light manifested in her only Begotton Son, Jesus Christ our 
only Saviour. 


dx 
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The Ten Propositions of Hans Kueng 


(Translated from Le Monde 10--1-1980) 


Here are the ten propositions worked out by Hans Kueng, in 
view of a ‘new basic consensus. in Christian theology for the people 
of today”. 


1. Theology should not be an esoteric science, meaningful only 
for those who already believe; it should, on the contrary, have inte- 
lligibility also for non-believers. 


2. Itshould be neither the exaltation of a “pure” faith, nor the 
defence of an ecclesiastical system; it should be an effort directed 


towards the truth; without compromise and in all scientific veracity. 


3. Ideological adversaries should neither be ignored, nor anathe- 
matized, nor theologically rehabilitated; they should be interpreted 
“in optimum partem’”, in the most generous and most tolerant spirit 
that it is possible to adopt, and at the same time be submitted to a 
discussion with fair play directed towards the very depth of things. 


4. It is not sufficient to talk about inter-disciplinary dialogue; 
it should be exercised; dialogue with the sciences equally concerned 
about the subjects under discussion goes hand in hand with concent- 
ration on one’s own proper area of specialization. 


5. We should exclude both a hostile face-to-face’ confrontation 
and a pacific ‘side-by-side * separation; one should develop, on the 
contrary, a ‘ being-with’ that is at once critical and dialogical, especi- 
ally between theology and philosophy. Theology and the Natural 
Sciences, religion and rationality go together. 


6. It is not the problems of the past that should have the 
priority, but rather the vast and complex problems of human beings 


and of human society today. 


7. The norm which commands all other norms of a Christian 
theology can never be a tradition or an ecclesial or theological insti- 
tution whatsoever, but only the gospel, the original Christian message 
itself: we should have a theology always referring to the biblical data, 
analyzed historical-critically. 
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8. One should speak neither with biblical archaisms nor with 
dogmatic expressions of hellenic-scholastic origin, nor in a theological 
philosophical jargon that fits the taste of the day; but ina language 
commonly understandable, which is that of modern man. 


9. One should not separate neither credible theory and livable 
praxis, nor dogmatics and ethics, nor personal piety and the reform 
of institutions; rather one should always take them in their inviolable 
interconnection. 


10. All confessionalist mentality is to be repudiated; on the 
contrary, one should promote a largeness of ecumenical perspective 
which gives due consideration just as much to the religions of the 
world as to modern ideologies. A tolerance as broad as possible 
towards that which is outside the Church, towards religion in general 
and towards whatever is human, and a deeper working out of that 
which is specifically Christian, go together. 











Liebfrauenberg: Practising, preaching 
ecumenical fellowship 
John Bluck 


Ecclesiastical autograph hunters would have been delighted with 
the exotic mixture of church leaders who met here in the hilltop 
conference centre of Liebfrauenberg, overlooking the hazy grey- 
green countryside of Alsace. 


There were archbishops from Toronto and Leningrad and 
Stockholm, a metropolitan from New Delhi and a high court justice 
from Ghana, Presbyterian and Methodist leaders from New York 
and Nairobi, an Orthodox patriarch from the Soviet republic of 
Georgia, a Kimbanguist Church leader from Zaire, and a.dozen 
other equally distinctive figures. 


Their solemn week-long assembly, as members of the World 
Council of Churches’ authoritative Executive Committee, included 
long deliberations on the latest threats to world peace, whether in 
the form of jeopardized elections in Zimbabwe, armed intervention 
by the USSR in Afghanistan or NATO nuclear deployment in 
Europe. 


From the outside, it might have seemed like some ecclesiastical 
equivalent of a UN Security Council meeting. International diplo- 
macy with a theological flavour. 


From the inside, a more misleading comparison would be hard 
to imagine. In terms of its own self-understanding and working 
style, the Exceutive Committee more closely resembled a local parish 
council than any international political forum. 


The Committee’s strongest weapon for meeting the threats to 
peace they described was the ecumenical fellowship of their churches 
“as a potential living and worldwide bridge.” But every committee 
member knew that same fellowship had to be lived out around the 
table at Liebfrauenberg if it was to be recommended to the world 


outside. 
So when the debate grew intense, words like “fellowship” and 
“unity” appeared frequently as member after member struggled to 


do justice to real political, cultural, and confessional differences, 
while at the same time respecting the profound trust and respect that 
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had grown up between them during their four years of regular meet- 
ings. 


It, was the pastors who carried the day at this Liebfrauenberg 
meeting and the ecumenical fellowship they affirmed in the face of 


potentially divisive issues may well remain the most notable outcome 
of all their efforts. 


That’s illustrated, for example, by the unanimous vote which 
carried the Threats to Peace document— a remarkable achievement 
at a time when international unanimity everywhere else seems to be 
blowing apart. 


The same pastoral instinct. dominated the main agenda of the 
meeting which was devoted to reviewing the ongoing work of the 
Council. More time than usual was given to the actual detail of 
programmes and the picture that emerged from long hours of sub- 
committee discussion was one of a more confident, more optimistic 
organization, ready to emerge from the throes of realignment and 
financial difficulty that have dominated its life over the last two 
years. 


Financially at least, the problems aren’t over, but the structure 
is more transparent now, better able to anticipate and plan for special 
needs, in closer touch with member churches, and making real pro- 
gress towards removing the WCC’s deficit by 1981. 


The change of pace was also helped by looking ahead more 
clearly to the next WCC Assembly, scheduled for 1983 in Vancou- 
ver. Planning for that once-a—decade celebration will begin in earn- 
est during the Central Committee meeting this August in Geneva 
where one of the major preparatory themes will be “Towards a 
church in solidarity with the poor”. 


The Executive Committee itself had some sharp debate on how 
that theme should be developed and fastened on to some key theo- 
logical questions, such as defining what we mean by poverty and 
where it might be found in rich churches as well. 


It was the same theological interest that shaped debate on a 
dozen other issues that came before the Committee, even when:a 
more administrative or even straight political interest might have 
been expected. 


That was true of reports on the rapidly progressing study on 
“The Community of Women and Men in the Church”, the ongoing 
Muslim-Christian dialogue programme and the forthcoming world 
Meetings on mission and evangelism (in Melbourne this May) and 
the churches’ struggle against racism in the |980’s (in Amsterdam 
this June). 
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Even on relationships with the Roman Catholics, described by 
WCC general secretary Philip Potter as “‘cordial in attitude though 
formal in content”, it was a theological conviction that led the Com- 
mittee to prefer.a low key yet open stance in this dialogue. 


The prayer of Committee moderator and Canadian Anglican 
Archbishop Ted Scott on the opening night aptly summed up the 
mood of the whole meeting. In the silence that. followed the first 
round of debate, he asked for ‘‘quiet gifts’—patience, discernment 
and faith that lets us stand together, whatever the uproar around, 


Even if the Executive Committee’s prayer wasn’t fully answered 
at Liebfrauenberg, most members went away feeling it was the right 
request at the right time. \ 


Courtesy: ‘ One World” 








Liturgy and Proclamation 


Reports from the Orthodox Consultation on Confessing Christ 
Through the Liturgical Life of the Church Today 


Etchmiadzine, Armenia, Sept. 16-21, 1975. This Consultation 
followed the Orthodox Consultation on “Confessing Christ Today,” 


Bucharest, June 1974, an article on which appears in IRM, January 


I. Witness and Worship 


1. Throughout history, the worship of the Church has been the 
expression and guardian of Divine Revelation. Not only did it 
express and Tepresent the saving events of Christ’s life, death, resur- 
rection and ascension to heaven but it also was for the members of 
the Church, the living anticipation of the Kingdom to come. In 
worship, the Church, being the Body of Christ enlivened by the 


Holy Spirit, unites the faithful the adopt S 
Gena , as adopted sons and daughters of 


2. Liturgical worship is an action of the Church and is 
around the Eucharist. Althongh the sacrament of the Pechaees 
since the very origin of the Church, was a celebration closed to the 
outsiders, and full participation in the Eucharist remains reserved for 
the members of the Church, liturgical worship as a whole is an 
obvious form of witness and mission. 


3, The human person, through membership in the worshippin, 
community, in spiritual poetry, in church raaie: in jeonoerapite 
with body and soul (I Cor, 6: 20), actively participates in the gifts of 
gtace. This involvement of the entire human nature—and not only 
of reason—in glorifying God, is an essential factor of Orthodox 


worship. It must be preserved and devel 
of Christian witness. : eveloped, as a powerful means 


4, ipo oliament of the whole of man j 
presupposes that sanctification reaches n indivi 
but his entire environment. The fevers ie de oe een 
take account of the fact that each Christian who actively participates 
in worship, may bring into it his cultural heritage and personal 
Creativity. This process presupposes a selection, based on Christian 
a moral values. Not everything in all cultural forms, known in 
© unredeemed world, is qualified to serve as meaningful liturgical 
expression. However, at all times, in the culture of the various 


n the liturgical action 
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nations, the Church has succeeded in finding and adopting cultural 
forms, which, through their richness and variety, were able to 
communicate the Gospel to these peoples in a manner akin to their 
mentality and their historical traditions. 


5. The fact that Orthodoxy readily embraced the various 
national cultures and used them as powerful tools of mission, does 
not mean that the unity of the church—a God-established mark of 
the Body of Christ (Rom. 12: 5)—can be sacrified to values belong- 
ing to ethnic cultures (Col. 3: 10-11; Gal. 3: 28). 


6. Worship is the centre of the life of the Church, but it should 
also determine the whole life of every Christian, ‘Every tree that 
does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire. Thus 
you will know them by their fruits. Not every one who says to me 
‘Lord, Lord’ shall enter the Kingdom of heaven, but he who does the 
will of my Father who is in heaven’? (Matt. 7: 20-23). The realiza- 
tion of these words of Christ has a great significance for the success 
of the Christian mission. 


7. Christ said ‘‘Go ye therefore and make disciples of. all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit” (Matt. 28: 19). This means that together 
with worship other forms of Christian activity have great importance 
for mission, such as preaching, publications, personal contacts, 
welfare, religious education, youth movements, renewal of monastic 
life, etc. Each church should take advantage of these forms of 
mission if they are available to it. 


8. In order to become a really powerful expression of the 
church’s mission in the world, worship must be meaningfully under- 
stood by its participants (I Cor. 14; 6-15). We have discussed those 
aspects of the orthodox liturgy which may make it appear as frozen 
and thus irrelevant. We are convinced of the necessity of making 
the liturgical language used in some countries more accessible to the 
average faithful, and we have considered the desirability to take 
initiatives (with the blessing of ecclesiastical authorities) which would 
make our forms of worship more comprehensible to young people 
(for example, catechetical explanations could precede the services). 
We agreed that preaching, being an essential part of worship, should 
never be omitted, whatever the number of those present at every 
occasion. 

9, Among the means of achieving the participation of a greater 
number of faithful in the liturgical life of the Church, we have 
considered particularly, wherever possible, a greater involvement of 
the laity, including women, in those forms of worship which are 
allowed to them by the church, especially in congregational singing, 
and also, wherever that is possible, the establishment of new worship- 
ping communities outside the existing parishes and temples. 


ia eer 
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II. Proclamation of the Gospel in Worship 


(A clarification of the word liturgy is necessary: : 
larly of the Orthodox churches the word liturgy Preis ea tne esa 
action of the corporate worship, which is the Divine Liturgy, the 
Eucharist. Traditionally, the sacraments were linked with the Divine 
Liturgy. = The practise is still the same with the ordination of the 
Geico, he Bie and the Bishop. However, the sacraments of 

aptism and chrismation, as well as of matri i 
linked with the Divine Liturgy.) f Hupeasp eriato) gecasiomaly 


1. Proclamation should not be taken only in the na 

: 1 \ [Low 

of an informative preaching of the Truth but above all of eee aere 
ing man into the mystical union with God. At every step of the 
liturgy we encounter the word of God. 


The saving events of the Divine economy althou i- 
cally, belonging to the past, through the Holy Spirit's tes 
time’s limitation, become really present, and the faithful in the here 
and now live that which historically belongs to the past, and to the 
eschaton. In the liturgy we do not have simply a memorial, but a 
living reality. It is an Epicletic contemporization and consecration 
A continuous Parousia, a real Presence of Christ emerges liturgically’ 


Bible and Liturgy must not be isolated as self-contained, auto- 


nomous entities. They were established to . u 
forever. remain together, united 


To whom to proclaim? 


2. The Incarnation was for the whole 

. people of all ages 
redemption of the whole cosmos. The Holy Eucharist was Tee 
among other things, to proclaim the death and the resurrection of 
our Lord “until he comes again.” Thus, the following categories of 


people should directly or indirect 
Berle ste ly irectly hear the message of the Holy 


(a) The members of the Church who try sine i 

i 'y sincerely to practise the 

faith should be made true evangelists by the Gosel efaclainied to 
=e St. John Chrysostom said: “I do not believe in the salvation 

of any one who does not try to save others ” 


wis iP h The nominal Christians who attend the Church just as a 


« (c) The mobile population, migrant workers, refugees, etc., some 
of whom have no permanent roots anywhere under the sun. 


(d) People of the diaspora of our modern age. 


(e) The non-Christians in the vicinity of our congregati 

churches who are still to a large e Se anea Be neine Goa 
rch xtent ers to th 

radiating power of the Gospel: pas : eating ane 
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(f) The fields where no one ever preached the Gospel. 


How to proclaim the Gospel? 


3. We have to state that during the liturgy the readings from 
the Bible are done not as self-centred service and action, but in the 
service of the liturgical life of the Church. To accomplish the 
mission of the church in proclaiming the Gospel, a variety of methods 
and approaches must-be used, according to the possibilities and the 
needs of the local church. 


(a) The faithful should have continual education in understand- 
ing the meaning of the liturgy and the message of the Gospel. 


(b) Meaningful literature should be published—such as, infor- 
mative pamphlets, pictorial and illustrated publications, volumes of 
new homilies and sermons, etc. 


(c) New forms of worship on the patterns of the old ones should 
be developed, having in mind the special needs of contemporary 
society (i.e. of travellers, youth, children, men in industry). 


(d) An effort must be made to bring into everyday life the 
liturgical rhythm of consecration of the time (matins, hours, vespers, 
saints days, feast days). 


(e) The mass media of television, radio, newspapers and others 
must be used. 

(f) A personal contact of the faithful should be established 
with the non-believers in order to transmit the personal spiritual ex- 
periences gained by a meaningful participation in the liturgy. 


(g) As in the days following the Pentecost, a sharing 
“community” must be created to make the whole church a practising 
“community of the saints and a holy nation’. 


(h) A revision should be considered of the theological training 
of the priests, by emphasizing the importance of making them aware 
of the needs for the pastoral care, missionary zeal and the procla- 
mation of the Word. 


(i) The Orthodox Church should seriously study the renewing 
of the old tradition of having the order of the deaconess, as this is 
mentioned in early Ecumenical Councils. 


The Liturgy must not be limited to the celebration in the ehurch 
but has to be continued in the life of the faithful in all dimensions 


of life. 
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II. Witness and Liturgical Spirituality 


1. It belongs to the very nature of the Church to bear witness 
to the Gospel in the world. This witness is rooted in the advent of 
the Spirit at Pentecost. 


2... From Pentecost until the Parousia, the Risen Christ is made 
manifest and present by the Holy Spirit in the liturgical life, through 
word and sacraments. The whole life and prayer of the Church’s 
members, whether meeting together for common worship or celebrat- 
ing each one ‘‘in the temple of the heart”, centres on the Eucharist. 
Here all the prayers and liturgical acts of the people of God converge; 
here the Church discovers its true identity. In the whole field of 
Christian spirituality, eucharistic spirituality creates a dynamic piety, 
mystical bands with Christ, which overcome eyil by living fully the 
mystery of incarnation and divinization in all its dimensions. Eucha- 


Tistic man is in reality a human being who overcomes the conditioning 
of our fallen nature. 


3. In the liturgical celebration, extending into the daily life of 
the Church’s members, the Church announces and achieves the Ad- 
vent of the Kingdom of the Holy Trinity. In all the things, it com- 
memorates the glorified Christ and gives thanks to God in Jesus 
Christ. The entire Tradition of the Church, its worship, its theology, 
and its preaching, is a doxology, a continual thanksgiving, a confes- 
sion of faith in Christ’s Easter triumph and man’s liberation from all 
the forces which oppress and degrade him. Prayer and the Eucharist, 
whereby Christians overcome their selfish ways, impel them also to 
become involved in the social and political life of their respective 
countries. 


4. The whole Church bears witness to the Good News of the 
renewal of the divine life in our fallen world. When the Church re- 
discovers its essence as a fellowship, we begin to live as the Church 
and not simply in the Church, The Church then ceases to be an 
oppressive structure and becomes again for its members the Father's 
House, providing them with shelter and with the heavenly bread. 
Here are developed the individual gifts in all their rich diversity— 


prayer, love, wisdom, testimony—all contributing to the upbuilding 
of the one Body of Christ. 


What is the proper place of the individual members, and of 
women in particular, in this Church of Christ which is essentially a 
fellowship? In a time when equal rights are being affirmed, do we 
not have to remember that it is in the Body of Christ that woman 
finds both her true place and the forms of service which accord with 
her nature and her gifts? 


5. The Church ensures the continuity and the authenticity of 
Prayer by the variety and richness of its liturgical and sacramental 


eo 
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life. The life of the Christian, renewed by the Holy Spirit, is found- 
ed on prayer. Through prayer, the Christian rediscover his deepest 
roots, his bond with life. In the spiritual life which it nourishes and 
which it prepares, the liturgical celebration finds its indispensable 
continuation. 


6. A whole Orthodox spirituality is involved here: a spirituality 
which embraces the great variety of ways whereby human life is sanc- 
tified and which, through fasting and ascesis, makes it possible for 
man to participate in the divine life both physically and with the 
whole range of his faculties; a sanctification which also includes the 
human mind,.in which its arrogant self-sufficiency is conquered and 
illumination granted to it in the confession of faith and in the act of 
praise. Orthodox spirituality is thus a tried and tested school in 
which human beings are initiated into the mystery of God, the mys- 
tery of His love and of His salvation accomplished and communicated. 
This tuition is given and received by various forms of spiritual and 
pastoral guidance, by confession, and it culminates in the authentic 
creation of a new life by the Holy Spirit, a life in which “‘it is no 
longer I that live but Christ lives in me”. 


The important educative role of the ikon, and of liturgical art in 
general, in this initiation into an understanding of the mysteries of 
the Church and of faith cannot be overstressed. _ The Church seeks 
to order the whole life of man by the sanctification of time, by the 
liturgical cycles. the celebration of the year’s festivals, the observance 
of fasts, the practice of ascesis, and regular visitation. But it is in 
the ever-living communion of the saints that the Church’s faith is 
experienced and passed on in the most intense and purest form. 


7. We must not treat the common spirituality of the people of 
God and monastic spirituality as if these were mutually opposed. Nor 
must we restrict to just a few people the continual invocation of the 
blessed Name of Jesus. In Orthodoxy we attach great value to the 
plurality of forms and expressions of Christian devotion. _At every 
stage in his spiritual journey, the Christian receives the gifts of the 
Holy Spirit in rich measure and can achieve the perfection to which 


he is called. 


The most authentic experience of the monastic tradition provides 
the whole Church with an inner stimulus to liturgical and ecclesial 
renewal, to spiritual rebirth, and to an authentic testimony of the 
whole of man’s life to Christ Jesus in the World. Reconciled in the 
very depths of his being, the Christian seeks not so much merely to 


“speak of the Gospel as rather to proclaim the Risen Christ to his 


ings by his whole life. “Acquire a spirit of peace”, 
Oe se airo used to say, ‘and thousands will find salvation 


in your company ”’. 
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Recommendations: 


_ L We recommend that a detailed study be made of the sancti- 
fying role of Orthodox worship and spirituality within the whole 
range of human culture and in all the variety of man’s creative acti- 
vity in the earthly city. 


If. We have not gone deeply into the question of the contem- 
porary liturgical renewal. We were mindful, however, of the redis- 
covery of ceaseless prayer, or again, of the contemporary revival of 
interest in and study of the teaching of the'Church Fathers on the 
liturgy or on the practice of ascesis as a fundamental condition of 
spiritual progress and discernment. But we also believe that an effort 
should be made to recover the sense of the importance of the monastic 
life as a fundamental and indispensable dimension of the witness of 
the whole Church in the world. 


Appendix 
(Note on Continuation of Liturgy in Life) 


The Liturgy is not an escape from life, but a continuous trans- 
formation of life according to the prototype Jesus Christ, through the 
power of the Spirit. 


If it is true that in the liturgy we do not only hear a message but 
we anticipate in the great Event of liberation from sin and of com- 
munion with a Person, the Person of Christ, through the real presence 
of the Holy Spirit, then this event of our personal incorporation into 
the Body of Christ, this transfiguration of our little being into a 
member of Christ, must be evident and be proclaimed in the actual 
life. The liturgy has to be continued in personal everyday situations. 
Every one of the faithful is called upon to continue a secret devotion 
on the secret altar of his own heart, to realize a living proclamation 
of the good news “ for the sake of the whole world”. Without this 
continuation the liturgy remains half finished. Since by the Euchari- 
stic Event we are incorporated in Him to como to serve the world 
and be sacrificed for it, we have to express in concrete diaconia, in 
community life, our new being in Christ, the Servant of all. The 
sacrifice of the eucharist must be extended in personal sacrifices for 
the people in need. the brothers for whom Christ died. Since the 
liturgy is the participation in the great Event of liberation from the 
demoniac powers, then the continuation of liturgy in life means a 
continuous liberation from the powers of the evil that are working 
inside us (e. g. the terrible complex of egoism), a continual re-orienta- 
tion and openness to insights and efforts aiming at liberating human 
persons from all demonic structures of injustice, exploitation, agony, 
Toneliness, and aiming at creating real communion of persons in love. 
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News and Views 


The following Press Statement was issued at the conclusion of the 
meeting of the Joint Working Group, Marseille, 18-23 February 1980: 


Collaboration in the field of social thought and action was the 
main subject of discussion at the annual meeting of the Joint Working 
Group (JWG) between the Roman Catholic Church (RCC) and the 
World Council of Churches (WCC). The meeting was held on 18-23 
February, 1980, at the Centre Notre Dame du Roucas, Marseille, 
France. The Group is chaired jointly by Bishop Ramon Torrella, 
Vice-President of the Vatican Secretariat for Promoting Christian 
Unity, and Professor Jose Miguez Bonino, Argentina, a President of 
the WCC. 


The discussion on the main topic was introduced by Dr. Philip 
Potter, General Secretary of the WCC, and Father Parmananda 
Divarkar, S. J., reflecting on the relationship between evangelism and 
social concerns. The JWG affirmed its conviction “that the apostolic 
mission with which Christ has sent ux into the world includes the 
tasks of proclamation, witness and service. The Gospel is addressed 
to the whole human person and to the whole human family. Accor- 
dingly involvement in. issues of Christian social responsibility is 


“an integral part of this apostolic mission ”’. 


Particular attention was focussed on the differences in the 
structures and styles of operation between the WCC and the RCC as 
they effect collaboration in the social field. Papers were presented 
by Father Urbano Navarette S.J., Rome and Professor Ulrich 
Scheuner, Bonn. While recognizing the difficulties arising from such 
differeaces the JWG was nevertheless convinced that these need not 
prevent collaboration provided there was sufficient sensitivity and 
«the will to work together effectively ’’. 


In addition the JWG examined existing convergences and diver- 
gences in social thought and action on the basis of reports prepared 
by Father Bartolomeo Sorge S. J., Rome, and Professor Roger Shinn, 
New York. 


The discussion led to a plan of further work, including a few 
case-studies on countries where common social action is already tak- 
ing place. The prospectus also calls for an evaluation of experiences 
of collaboration on the international level, such as SODEPAX, the 
joint “Committee on Society, Development and Peace”’. The pro- 
cess is scheduled to lead by 1982 to a report addressing itself to some 
of the fundamental issues regarding social action by the Churches and 
dations for further common initiatives. 


Other topics for discussion were: cooperation regarding dialogue 
with neighbours of other faiths, a study on common witness, efforts 
towards a common confession of faith, an assessment of Roman 
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Catholic participation in Councils of Churches, and a review of 
on going cooperation in other fields. 


The study on “ Common Witness” has been a major i 
of the Joint Working Group fora number of years. facta abet 
with satisfaction that a new climate for common witness of the 
Churches had developed. The report will now be published and 
serves as an important contribution to the forthcoming WCC Con- 
ference on World Mission and Evangelism to be held at Melbourne 
Australia, May 1980, with strong Roman Catholic participation. , 


The JWG expressed its positive appreciation for the text ‘Towards 
a Common Confession of Faith” which is the result of a study under- 
taken by the WCC Commission on Faith and Order on behalf of the 
JWG. This document too will be published soon. As a contribution 
to the discussion on’ unity, the JWG noted the progress which had 
been made in recent years in the collaboration between the RCC and 
Councils of Churches. 


Dialogue with neighbours of other faiths was recogni 
common task for all Churches and as an urgent need. me orice ie 
strengthen collaboration in this area the JWG recommended that a 
joint consultation be held in the near future with a view to “clarifying 
the underlying theological differences” and “exploring the possibilities 
of a common approach to other religions’’. 


In reviewing ongoing collaboration the JWG hea 

the various ecumenical initiatives and Gece cate Oy Bone 
John Paul IL, in recent months as well as about discussions regardin 
relationships with the RCC during the WCC Executive Committse 
meeting, in February 1980 at Liebfrauenberg, France. The discus- 
sion helped to clarify issues which had caused some concern mutually 
and confirmed the strong desire to deepen and expand the relation- 
ships between the RCC and the WCC. 


Sunday School—200 years old this year 


Geneva (EPS)—The 200th Anniversary of the founding of th 
Sunday School movement is being marked during 1980. Me i 


During the last two centuries the Sunda’ 

s i y School has been an 
immeasurable force in the development of young people. It seems 
incredible today that, until the time of Robert Raikes, a newspaper 
editor from Gloucester, England, and a member of the Church of 
England, children were not especially catered for in church life. His 
creation of “ragged schools” in 1780 marked a turning point in the 
church’s attitude to the dirty, unloved and work-hardened children 
of that day. 
smionsit tovfench children the Bible only. Reading, writing, arithme- 

, tules of cleanliness and morality were all included in the teachi 

together with the Bible and ee eee SES 


It must be remembered, too, that this was no pietistic. 
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The style of Sunday School work has changed considerably over 
the years. From spending almost the whole Sunday devoted 
to a variety of disciplines, activities have contracted in most countries 
to little more than a few minutes a week devoted to religious con- 
cerns. Many reasons contribute to this, not the least being the more 
general availability of schools, legislation against child labour and, 
particularly in Western countries, the general decline in church 
attendance. 


On this 200th anniversary, it is appropriate that a Teappraisal 
of the church’s work with children takes place. To this end three 
concerned organizations have called an international conference on 
the theme of “Children as Active Partners in the Christian Com- 
munity”. The organizations’ concerned are the World Council of 
Churches, through its Office of Education, the Lutheran World 
Federation, through its Secretariat for Christian Education, and the 
European Conference on Christian Education. 


To be held 24-30 September, in Evian, France, this international 
conference will bring together some 120-150 participants from all 
parts of the world. The agenda for the meeting includes such topics 
as ‘The Church as a,teaching/learning community ” and “ The child 
as a member of the teaching/learning community ”. 


Dr. Ulrich Becker of the WCC’s Office of Education, in talking 
about the anniversary and the conference said: ‘‘It is our expectation 
and hope that this International Conference will help to celebrate the 
200th Anniversary of the Sunday School movement not by looking 
back at history but by focussing again on the needs, aspirations and 
rights of children and by discussing their place in the fellowship and 
life of our churches. Thus perhaps this conference will become a 
‘springboard or launching pad for dreaming and planning’ about the 
future of church education as a whole”’. 


No Theological Reasons for Exclusion of Children 
from the Eucharist says consultation 

Bad Segeberg, FRG (EPS)—There are no justifiable theological 
reasons to exclude baptized children from eucharistic celebrations, 
but their participation must satisfy certain criteria of preparation and 
various conditions according to the tradition, practice and usage in 
the churches which meet together. 


This is the substance of the conclusions reached by more than 40 
theologians, Christian educators and church representatives at a 
consultation which took place, 14-20 April, in Bad Segeberg (FRG). 
This meeting on ‘‘ Bucharist with Children was organized by, among 
others, the World Council of Churches’ Education Office and the 
Commission of Faith and Order. Participants came from all conti- 
nents and many very different practices and eucharistic traditions. 
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The participation of baptized children at the eucharist is a 
question always under discussion in the church. The Bad Segeberg 
consultation heard various points of view on the situation and a 
variety of reflections which could stimulate churches in their on area 
to provide new initiatives for the ecumenical world. 


For example, in Orthodox Churches the participation of children 
is accepted practice. In contrast, in most Protestant churches there 
is a delay in children’s participation, while the Roman Catholic 
church receives children for their first communion from the age of 
eight. 


At Bad Segeberg the experts were not agreed on a minimum age 
required to be admitted to the eucharist. However, they were unani- 
mous in affirming that baptism remained a necessary condition for 
participation. (They also recognized that in the secular society and 
in urban parishes it is not always easy to know ifa child has been 
baptized). They believed that a child should also receive some pre- 
paration for participation in the eucharist and that they should be 
surrounded in the spiritual fellowship of adults. ‘‘To admit children 
to the eucharist does not signify an absence of discipline”, says a 
work document from Bad Segeberg. 


+. Itis clear, the consultation noted, that the admission of children 
will lead many churches to revise their position and their attitude 
towards children, as well as certain practices of baptism and of the 
eucharist. “The admission of children is therefore not simply a 
marginal reform of the life of the church”, said the consultation. 
The meeting also believed that there should be developed in the 
churches, specialized ministries for children and that there should be 
a rethink of the form and content of the eucharist in order to render 
it more attractive for children. 


Easter Services in the USSR 


The media in the Soviet Union are now beginning to give more 
publicity to religious events than before. For example the Moscow 
News Weekly on Sunday April 13, 1980 gives a three-column spread 
and picture of Orthodox Easter Services at the Patriarchal Cathedral 
of the Epiphany in Moscow. Sceptics may say that this is for outside 
consumption to show that there is religious liberty in the USSR, but 
the fact that religious observances can now be publicized in Govern- 
ment controlled media is in itself highly significant. The news item 
reports also Easter Services of the “ Old Believers”, Baptists, Roman 
Catholic Church and other Churches. Patriarch Pimen’s Easter 
message giving to all people his “blessing on this feast of the triumph 
of life over death” is also published in the news item. 
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Book Review 


R. Balasubramanian, Advaita Vedanta 


Centre for Advanced Study ia Philosophy, University of Madras, 
1976. pp. xii +298 


The importance of a book like the one under review could be 
adequately estimated only by critics with a fairly good grasp of the 
Advaita Philosophy. But anyone interested in Indian Philosophy 
should be able to see that Prof. Balasubramanian seeks to get at the 
roots of some fundamental epistemological and metaphysical pro- 
blems of paramount importance in the early philiosophical disputes 
between and within the astika and nastika systems of Indian Philo- 
sophy, :and to set forth the Advaita Philosophy with special reference 
to Mandana Misra’s Brahmasiddhi. 


Mandana Misra, an elder contemporary of Sri Sankara has 
produced at least six outstanding philosophical works, viz., Brahma- 


- siddhi, Mimamsanukramanika, Bhavanaviveka, Vidhiviveka, Spotasi- 


ddhi and Vibhvamaviveka. Among these, the most important is 
Brahmasiddhi, where in four chapters Mandana discusses four founda- 
tional avenues of Advaita Philosophy: viz., the nature of Brahman 
(Brahma-kanda), sources of authority (Tarka-kanda), the means of 
attainment (Niyoga-kanda) and state of attainment (Siddhi-kanda). 
The same issues are simplified, elaborated and presented by the 
author in six chapters. 


In the first chapter entitled ‘The Means of Knowing Reality,” 
the Advaita Pramanasastra is discussed. Among the six sources of 


_ knowledge that Advaita accepts, the verbal testimony of the Vedas 


(Sruti) is the only means to know the Absolute. This fact is established 
by proving the inefficiency of the other five pramanas and by refuting 
the contrary arguments. The position is logically confirmed by dist- 
inguishing between the validity of Sruti as a pramana and its onto- 
logical status. The validity of Sruti is based solely on its apaurusheya 


nature. 


In the next chapter “Theories of Error” the question is raised: 
Is there something called ‘‘erroneous cognition?” Certain schools 
like Prabhakara Mimamsa would say ‘no.’ But Mandana and many 
others say ‘yes.’ Mandana’s position is established, by disproving 
Prabhakara’s logic. Various views in this connection such as sadkh- 
pati, asadkhyati, viparitakhyati or anyatakhyati, yadharthakhyati, 


” 





It is worth noting, that the author has made no mention of the debate over 
Mandana’s identity and date ie. whether he is to be identified with Suresvara 
the disciple of Sankara or he is the Vishvacupa---2. Mista, an elder contempo- 
rary of Sankara who became a disciple of Sankara later etc., See. C. D. Sarma, 
A Critical Suryey of Indian Philosophy, Motilal Banarsidas, Varanasi, 1973, 


pp. 290-292, 
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atmakhyo-i etc., are examined to prove the validity of Mandana’s 
theory of anirvacaniya khyati in the object of erroneous perception is 
unique and different from both sat and asat. However it is to be 
noted here that there are scholars who say that Mandana was 
supporting Viparitakhyati (See C. D. Sarma, op. cit. p. 291). 


The ‘‘Nature of Reality” is approached in two ways: in relation 
to the es-ential nature and to the accidental attributes of the Absolute. 
Here also the author refutes, on the authority of Mandana, so many 
prevailing concepts regarding the nature of Reality. But the author’s 
presentation of Sunyavada position may be questioned by some. 
“‘Sunya’’ is not just ‘emptiness’ or ‘voidness,’ but rather the indes- 
cribable Reality beyond all categories of description. However, the 
author has succeeded in presenting the Advaita position regarding 
Reality, in terms of Brahman illusorily manifesting itself as the 
Universe. 


If Brahman is the non-dual single Reality, the phenomenon of 
“difference”? should ‘be classified in this connection. Thus, ‘‘diffe- 
rence’ becomes the next subject for discussion. Here also various 
arguments to support the validity of ‘difference’ are analysed and 


then rejected.. When the moon is reflected in the waves of the water, — 


there are several mutually different refiections. In the same way, 
beyond the manyness of this universe there is the non-dual Reality. 


« Answers to all epistemological and metaphysical problems are 
revolving around one key concept viz., Maya or Avidya. The rela- 
tion between avidya and Brahman, between avidya and jiva, and the 
question concerning the locus and object of avidya, are some of the 
important issues discussed in the Chapter on avidya. Here also 
the anirvacaniya interpretation of Avidya, as neither real nor unreal, 
is established. 


The most significant differences between Mandana and Sri 
Sankara seem to be on the concept of Liberation or Mukti. It is 
made clear by the author in the last chapter entitled “The Way and 
the Goal.” The author gives scant attention to Sankara in his expla- 
nations, all through this book, but expands the beautiful integration 
of Karma and Jnana in Mandana Misra. Also, Mandana seems of 
the opinion that Sruti has only an intermediate value so far as libera- 
tion is concerned. Liberation is immediate realization without the 
mediation of even Sruti. It is sometimes held that Mandana, for 
whom perfect liberation is liberation from embodied existence itself, 
does not support the Jivanmukti doctrine at all. By relating 
Mandana’s understanding of Jivanmukta to the Gita concept of 
Stithaprajna the author has attempted to clarify the Advaita concept 
of Jivanmukti. Whether he has succeeded in faithfully expounding 
Mandana Misra is a different question. 


—Fr. JAcos Kurtan 
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